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say, too artificiala grammar, while their dictionary
possesses a wealth of names which any poet might
envy1* True, this wealth of grammatical forms2 and
this superabundance of names for special objects are,
from one point of view, signs of logical weakness and
of a want of powerful generalisation. Languages
which have cases to express nearness to an object,
movement alongside an object, approach towards an
object, entrance into an object, but which have no
purely objective case, no accusative, may be called
rich, no doubt, but their richness is truly poverty.
The same applies to their dictionary. It may contain
names for every kind of animal; again for the same
animal when it is young or old, male or female; it
may have different words for the foot of a man, a
horse, a lion, a hare ; but it probably is without a
name for animal in general, or even for such concepts
as member or body. There is here, as elsewhere, loss
and gain on both sides. But however imperfect a
language may be in one point or. other, every lan-
guage, even that of Papuas and Veddas, is such a
masterpiece of abstract thought that it would baffle
the ingenuity of many philosophers to produce any-
thing like it. In several cases the grammar of so-
called savage dialects bears evidence of a far higher
state of mental culture possessed by these people in
former times. And it must not be forgotten that
every language has capacities, if they are only called
out, and that no language has yet been found into
which it was not possible to translate the Lord's Prayer.

1  A. B. Meyer, ' On the Mafoor and other Papua Languages of New
Guinea,' p. 11.

2  See Taplin, 'The Narrinyeri, South Australian Aborigines,1 p. 77.